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Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I am

amazed to have had to have come to
the floor more than once on this issue.
The Treasury, Postal rule went down
again. There may be more than one
reason why. But underlying that rule is
a bill that allows basic minimal health
protection for women.

Since when does contraception for fe-
male government employees deserve to
be in a bill whose rule is voted down?
The women of America would say, no,
never. And the bipartisan Women’s
Caucus of this Congress has said no in
no uncertain terms.

This is a bill that deserves the word
‘‘noncontroversial.’’ It passed unani-
mously in the Senate. In the House it
has passed twice. What we are talking
about is a provision that simply says
that if a health plan pays for prescrip-
tions, it must also pay for contracep-
tion prescriptions.

Plans are often willing to pay for
abortion. Plans are willing to pay for
surgical procedures involved in repro-
duction. They certainly ought to be
willing to pay for what prevents abor-
tion. They pay for sterilization often,
but not for simple contraception meas-
ures.

Now, the provision contains a reli-
gious exemption. Among the religious
plans would be Catholic plans. Catholic
plans would not have to pay for contra-
ception.

The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) has inserted himself into this
matter. He wants a morality exemp-
tion. That, of course, could never be
granted by the Congress. One of the
problems, I suppose, in a country like
ours is we cannot figure out where ev-
eryone is on basic moral questions, but
we do know where people are on reli-
gious questions.

I do not know what the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) or any-
body else is doing in this matter. We
are talking about a non-conferenceable
item. There was no disagreement be-
tween the House and the Senate. Why
is this matter up for grabs? Unless we
now are in a Soviet-style body where
both sides can pass a bill but somebody
else can zap in and overturn it.

The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) has a provision that is a true
insult to the women of America. He
says, yes, they can cover contraception
but only for the diaphragm. Surely
only police states would tell women
what kind of contraception to use. But
let me be clear. Women need options in
contraception precisely because some
do not work, some make people sick,
some are unsafe to some people, some
have long-term effects and con-
sequences. It is not for this body to de-
cide.

The health plan, if it is providing
prescriptions anyway, should not be
able to exclude this basic minimal kind
of prescription that most women of
childbearing age in fact need in one
form or the other, and it is not for the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) or any Member of this body to

tell women which kind of contracep-
tion is the one that should be covered.

Women indeed should not have to ex-
plain themselves to this body on this
question. I am embarrassed to have to
stand before this body to talk about
contraception for women, especially
for women who work for the Federal
service.

There are five major forms of contra-
ception used, and none of them involve
or come close to abortion. The pill, the
diaphragm, the IUD, Norplant, and
Depo-Provera. Ten percent of Federal
plans offer no contraceptive coverage
at all. This is a real family bill, when
we consider that the woman of the
family in this country pays 68 percent
more for health coverage than the man
in the family. We have got to get this
thing down to size.

This provision is central to women’s
health. Above all, we should not bring
abortion-style politics into contracep-
tion. That is where we have a broad
umbrella of agreement.

Thus, this provision presents two
fundamental issues for this House. One
is simple democracy, when an item is
non-conferenceable because both sides
have agreed to it. Democracy works.
We must leave it alone. We must not
set the precedent that someone else
can turn it around.

And the second principle, of course,
is that contraception is central to
women’s health. Leave it be. Pass this
provision in the Treasury, Postal ap-
propriations bill.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SCARBOROUGH addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
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BIG WEEK IN NATION’S CAPITAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, this
week is a big week here in our Nation’s
capital. Yesterday was October 1 and
yesterday was the first day of the new
fiscal year, and we are celebrating
something that has not occurred for 29
years.

This week we are celebrating the
first not only balanced budget in 29
years, but the first budget surplus in 29
years, where we actually have more tax
revenue coming into our Treasury than
we are spending. It is now projected
that over the next 10 years that this
budget surplus will contain $1.6 tril-
lion, that is $1 trillion, $600 billion, in
tax revenue more than we are spend-
ing.

We have to make some choices now,
of course, on what we are going to do
with that extra money, money that the
hard-working folks back home send to
Washington. Just a week ago, 10 days

ago, we made a choice, and with a bi-
partisan vote this House adopted what
is called the 90–10 plan, a plan which
sets aside 90 percent of surplus tax rev-
enues to save Social Security.
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Ninety percent, of course, equals $1.4

trillion, $1,400,000,000,000, is surplus tax
revenues being allocated under the 90/
10 plan to save Social Security. I might
note when the President first discussed
the idea of using surplus tax revenues
to save Social Security in January, the
projected surplus at that time was $600
billion, and, since then, because of the
economy and because of fiscal respon-
sibility here in this House, we now
have a $1.6 trillion surplus tax reve-
nues. Under the 90/10 plan, we set aside
more than twice what the President
asked for. $600 billion by the President;
we set aside $1.4 trillion.

That is a big victory, because the re-
maining 10 percent we give back to the
American people. Ninety percent goes
to Social Security; the remaining 10
percent goes back to the American peo-
ple.

Representing the south side of Chi-
cago and the south suburbs, I think it
is important to point out that the 90/10
plan not only saves Social Security,
the 90/10 plan helps eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty, helps Illinois farm-
ers, helps Illinois small business peo-
ple, helps Illinois schools and helps
parents in Illinois who wish to send
their kids on to college.

I might also note that while we pro-
pose to give extra tax dollars back to
the taxpayers as well as saving Social
Security, the President says he wants
to save Social Security and spend the
rest. I might note in the 90/10 plan we
provide about $7 billion in tax relief in
1999, this coming year, whereas the
President wants to spend $14 billion of
the surplus. It is kind of interesting he
would spend twice as much as we want
to give back of the surplus to the
American people.

Not only does our plan save Social
Security, but, as I pointed out, it
eliminates the marriage tax penalty
for the majority of those who suffer the
marriage tax penalty. I have often
stood in this well and raised the ques-
tion, is it right, is it fair, that 28 mil-
lion married working couples with two
incomes pay higher taxes under our
Tax Code just because they are mar-
ried? In fact, under our Tax Code, mar-
ried working couples with two incomes
pay more in taxes than identical cou-
ples with identical incomes living to-
gether outside of marriage. That is just
wrong.

Our plan here, the 90/10 plan, elimi-
nates the marriage tax penalty, and it
not only eliminates it for the majority
of those who suffer it, but for 28 mil-
lion married working couples, they will
see an extra $240 in extra take-home
pay next year under our proposal. That
is a car payment. That is a month or
two of day care in Joliet, Illinois. That
is real money for real people. Also six
million married taxpayers will no
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